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BeforeBERGER, JACOBS andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER
This 19" day of September 2012, it appears to the Court tha
(1) In September 2010, the plaintiffs-appellantsgb&rah Erhart and
Douglas Erhart (hereinafter “the Erharts”), filedeven-count complaint seeking
damages and statutory remedies arising out of rie@llation of satellite cable
television equipment in their home. In April 201the defendants-appellees,

DirecTV, Inc., Luxe Communications, Inc., and EdMena, filed six motionsn



limine. By opinion dated June 20, 2012, the SuperiarCgranted the motions
limine, and by order dated August 7, 2012 the court dethie Erharts’ motions to
reargue the opinion. By granting the motiomslimine, the Superior Court
effectively excluded six of the Erharts’ seven irigi

(2) Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 42 (“Rule 42 Erharts have
petitioned this Court to accept an interlocutorpegd from the Superior Court’s
August 7, 2012 order on reargument from the June2@@2 opinion. By order
dated August 30, 2012, the Superior Court denied Erharts’ application for
certification of an interlocutory appeal.

(3) Applications for interlocutory review are adssed to the sound
discretion of this Court and are granted only iceptional circumstances. The
Court has examined the August 7, 2012 order and 20n2012 opinion according
to the criteria set forth in Rule 42 and has codetu that exceptional
circumstances warranting interlocutory review do&ast in this case.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the ihbeutory
appeal is REFUSED.

BY THE COURT:

/sl Jack B. Jacobs
Justice




